
























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Commodity          Processed End Product 
Beef            Patties, Crumbles, Meatballs 
Chicken          Nuggets, Patties, Pieces, Breaded  
Flour, Mozzarella, Tomato Paste    Pizza 
Frozen Fruit          Fruit Pops, Turnovers, Fruit Cups 











































































































C ommodity  E ntitlement Dollars  S pent  in  C A,















































































A434  Canned, Diced Bartlett Pears  22,093,200  $1,246,297  1% 
A516  Breaded Chicken  1,887,600  $1,238,867  1% 
A563  Chicken Fajita Strips  4,984,200  $1,157,431  1% 
A632  Boneless Pork Picnic  13,446,720  $1,083,187  1% 
















B360  Whole Wheat Flour  151,200  $6,445  0.01% 
A089  Garbanzo Beans  247,104  $9,343  0.01% 
A247  Canned Tomatoes  248,976  $10,470  0.01% 
A569  Whole Eggs  332,640  $18,972  0.02% 
A245  Bulk Tomato Paste  N/A  $20,842  0.02% 
B506  Rice  2,268,000  $21,790  0.03% 
A444  Crushed Pineapple  2,079,360  $25,502  0.03% 
A140  Peas  483,360  $26,608  0.03% 
A086  Kidney Beans  681,696  $27,264  0.03% 




































































































A594  Coarse Ground Raw Beef  $17,792,759  38% 
A522, A521  Small and Large Chilled Chickens  $9,063,139  19% 






A632  (Boneless) Pork Picnic  $1,083,187  2% 
A534  Bulk Turkey  $1,020,003  2% 
B035  Lite Shredded Mozzarella  $822,241  2% 
B480  Peanut Butter  $801,151  2% 
A537  Roast Turkey  $505,429  1% 












































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































      548   60%        State Distribution Center 
         36   11%        State Co‐op 
      325   36%        Private Co‐op 



















Stakeholder Name:              
  
Title/Role:                
   
Name of Organization:               
 
Phone Number:                
 































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































                                                 
1 Simultaneously, Food Research and Action Center is releasing a study of school commodities with a 
focus on the national program.  FRAC’s study can be found at www.frac.org. 
 
2 In fact, an opportunity to address issues raised and recommendations offered already has occurred.  On 
March 4, 2008, a representative from CFPA and Samuels & Associates was invited to testify in 
Washington, DC, before the US House Committee on Education and Labor.  The hearing was entitled: 
Challenges and Opportunit ies  for  Improving School  Nutrit ion and the testimony can be found at 
http://edlabor.house.gov/testimony/2008-03-04-KennethHecht.pdf.  While the recommendations made 
to the House Committee and contained more fully in this report are significantly informed by the 
excellent discussion and suggestions offered at the convening on October 19, 2007, the final 
recommendations are those of CFPA and Samuels & Associates. 
 
3 In 2007 USDA published a White Paper on the Child Nutrition Commodity Program. The White Paper, 
distributed to all the October 19 meeting participants in advance, contains a description of the Program’s 
statutory provenance, funding, purposes, structure, and operation, and that information will not be 
repeated here. The White Paper illuminates a program that has seemed notoriously obscure to many 
practitioners and observers. The document has been posted at http://www.fns.usda.gov/fdd/ppt-
slides/WhitePaper08-29-07.pdf Also, since this study was completed, USDA has substantially revised 
and enriched its Schools/CN Commodity Program web site: 
http://www.fns.usda.gov/fdd/programs/schcnp/ 
 




6 SNDA-III:  Summary of Findings, p. 11. 
 
7 http://www.fns.usda.gov/fdd/ppt-slides/WhitePaper08-29-07.pdf at p. 7 ($1.029 billion, SY 2006) 
 
8 “Federal law currently requires the USDA to purchase commodity foods -- meat, dairy products, eggs, 
and other unhealthy foods -- and dump them into school lunch programs." 
 
“These foods are not selected for nutritional value but are designed to support agricultural businesses by 
removing surpluses and providing price supports. That's why lunch menus are loaded with 
cheeseburgers, roast beef with gravy, and sausage-and-cheese pizza, while low-fat and vegetarian 
options are virtually absent.”  This is excerpted from a statement of the Physicians Committee for 
Responsible Medicine, which can be viewed at 
http://www.madison.com/wsj/home/forum/index.php?ntid=254801&ntpid=3.   In addition to this 
version, which appeared on November 9, 2007, the same statement has appeared in other publications on 
other dates. 
 
9 Economic Research Service.  “National School Lunch and Breakfast Program Reforms: Policy 
Development and Economic Impacts.” Chapter 18, Americas Eating Habits, 371-383. And 
USDA School Meals: Healthy Meals, Healthy Schools, Healthy Kids. Available at: 
http://www.fns.usda.gov/cga/FactSheets/school_meals.htm 
 





                                                                                                                                                             
11  California Department of Education Press Release. Schools Chief Jack O'Connell Releases Data on School 
Lunch Nutrition: Calls for Healthy Options for Students, April 23, 2004. 
http://www.cde.ca.gov/nr/ne/yr04/yr04rel37.asp 
 
12 Family child care homes do not receive commodities.  Their size prevents them from using efficiently 
typically large shipments of commodities.  In California, the departments of education decided a few 
years ago not to provide commodities to any child care centers; all centers now receive cash in lieu of 
commodities.  This decision ought to be reconsidered in the current period of swiftly rising food prices:  
the commodities may provide more food than the equivalent cash. 
 
13 USDA. “Schools/Child Nutrition Commodity Programs.” Food and Nutrition Service Food 
Distribution Facts Sheet, August 2006. 
 
14 USDA “From the Farm to the Schools.” Food and Nutrition Service.  Federal Register. Monday July 18, 
2005. 41200. 
 
15 Program administration by the California Department of Education’s Nutrition Services Division 
(NSD) is described in Appendix A.  A much more thorough description of the commodity program’s 
history and operation can be found in FRAC’s excellent commodity report.  www.frac.org    
 
16 California Department of Education.  “The Food Distribution Program: Commodity Processing,” March 
2005.   
 
17 California Department of Education.  “The Food Distribution Program: Commodity Processing,” March 
2005.   
 
18 Meeting at Sacramento Warehouse, California Department of Education, Nutrition Services Division, 
June 28th, 2007. And, Food Links America, October 27. 2006. And, Correspondence, US Department of 
Agriculture. 
 
19 California Department of Education. “CDE 2005/2006 Commodity Offerings List”; 2006.   
www.fns.usda.gov/fdd/ppt-slides/ ACDA06/UsdaAcda06_TriAgencyOverview-CM3.ppt 
 
20 Figure provided by this study’s nutrition analysis 
 
21 USDA Food Distribution Programs.  “Department of Defense Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program.” 
March 2006. 
 
22 California Department of Education.  “The Department of Defense Fresh Fruit and Vegetable 
Program,”  
 
23 Changes to the DOD Fresh Program. Available at: 
http://www.fns.usda.gov/fdd/programs/dod/DoD_FreshChanges2-7-06.pdf 
 
24 School districts may also obtain fresh fruits and vegetables with their regular commodity entitlement 
dollars.  In fact, a provision of the 2008 Farm Bill increases the USDA’s minimum Section 32 purchase of 
fruits, vegetables, and nuts from $390 million per year (FY 2008) to $406 million per year (FY 2012).  
USDA must use at least $50 million per year of these funds to purchase fresh fruits and vegetables for 




                                                                                                                                                             
25 It should be noted that the FDP follows up with school districts that do not return their commodity 
offering    orders. Oftentimes, the school district's response is that they cannot use the quantity offered, 
the institutional pack size is too much, they do not want to waste the food, and they have difficulty 
storing the commodities.  
 
26 Meeting at Sacramento Warehouse, California Department of Education, Nutrition Services Division, 
June 28th, 2007.  Correspondence, California Department of Education, Nutrition Services Division, May 
2007. 
 
27 This does not include fruits and vegetables obtained through the DOD program. Order information for 
these products was not available at the time of analysis. 
 
28 An additional 18% of fruits and vegetables were obtained by school districts through bonus 
commodities; however, these bonus items were “free” to the state and therefore did not require 
entitlement dollars to be obtained. Because entitlement dollars were not used, they cannot be compared 




30 This analysis does not include products ordered through the DOD Fresh Program. 
 
31 Determining what commodities are worth to a district, and what they cost, is complicated.  Districts, of 
course, do not pay cash for commodity foods; they spend down their commodity entitlement credit 
toward the price of the food, and spend cash only for shipping and handling.  But, assuming that a 
district will spend all its entitlement credits and then spend cash for additional foods needed for the 
students’ meals, the entitlement credits take on real value, saving cash expenditures for food. The credits 
are far from funny money, and a food’s entitlement credit cost ought to be the equivalent of the cash 
market price or close to that before a district selects it.  Fortunately, USDA prices almost always compare 
favorably to market prices. 
 
32 USDA. “Improving Commodities.  1995 Tri-Agency Commodity Specification Review Support, October 
1995. 
 
33 Correspondence, Melisa DiTano, USDA, Food and Nutrition Service, April 25, 2007. 
 
34 USDA. School Programs Commodity Update.  December 2005. 
    USDA. School Programs Commodity Update.  April 2007. 
 
35 It should be noted that Nutrition Services Division’s Food Distribution Program is partnering with the 
Small School District Association to better meet the commodity needs of small districts. 
 
36 According to the Nutrition Services Division, FDP staff is educating districts to use the SDC extended 
storage program for end products to eliminate storage issues. The end-product items from the 
processor(s) are delivered by the SDC with their regular brown box delivery. 
 
38 Thus the benefit of their being in co-ops. 




                                                                                                                                                             
40 NSD observes that in order to remain competitive, most processors are already moving in the direction 
of more healthy processed foods, for example: reducing fat, lowering sodium, and eliminating trans fat. 
 
41 Correspondence, California Department of Education, Nutrition Services Division 
 
42 Meeting at Sacramento Warehouse, California Department of Education, Nutrition Services Division, 
June 28th, 2007. 
 
43 Correspondence, California Department of Education, Nutrition Services Division March 20, 2007  
